
Dear Dr. De~.~erac: 

Spi~geLm tG?iteS~,na that Lindegr~n lxL3 revised hi3 C.S.H. paper 
taking Into account the c~icisms that f wd others raised at i&k tfme 
and that he (Spiegm) hzk suggested to you thlat tie c--itl&%s be-&&ted 
fn3m the published 3ulume. 3eedless -to say, I am very .&ad to hear that 
our crit~ciams carried suffici&+ i+eizt;t wi?A Lkdagren to i&uce him to 
revise hia paper. Howaver, I am we that your 339we of fair play wiU. not 
allow you to agee to the deletion of EU. &a cri%cisms biithout tha con- 
sent of the cri+A.cs. It seem8 t.0 m quite possi3llo *a% uur criticim3 are 
not mtxmwsaz-y, although I &in sum you till agrse tk& ttle Iycal dsdsion 
on thd, point should r,ot only be 1&t to the critica bxz?, iYh& they should 
be provided with the m'.tana of z&ing swh a decision. Hamly, a chanc8 to 
read the re-vised mmuscript. I hope, tiwefore, thxk YOU will arrange for 
me to see the pper and kt ;rou lknm whether I agree to ti-;s omission of my 
criticisms. 

It seems to ine indeed that &ether the criticisms are to bs pub- 
lishod OS not, I should have a chance ix read the xmmaeript for it xight 
in fact put m fn the posf+Son pf pu3liuhing mments that are not at all 
psrtLncnt to the paper if, as Spiegamn says, the points have aU been 
answerad 3.n tie body of the paper. It 3s one of those casas tiere you may 
be dsmned if you do a?d da~~~-~ed if ywti don't, and I do EC& see how justice 
can be done all around unless we are given full ogqxMamAty ti decide what 
is thz appxuprlate thing TV do. 

I raaliza that this is a vary late date for such a decis1oa to be 
mxdar, but it is an equally late date for a revi3eci mtascdpt to be submitted; 
and, sfnce the latter ia ar accepted fact, ti seems to CE that t%e have TV 
take &atevartims 53 nscassaxy to mak8 tie proper ad$.x3tmerks, I Z?M. 
cmfidant that you will agree tit21 the sta,nd I 'h3ve takex2. 

I am 1ooEng for-dard to se&-g you and tha re3t of my C.S.H. friends 
at I3oston next mnth. 

k'ith varf best PdshasB 

Cordi~ yours, 


